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 Some Notes on the Historical Development 
of Constructions with the Verb  Load 
 Yasuaki ISHIZAKI 
 1. Introduction 
 　 Expressions with locative alternation in English, illustrated in (1a, b) with their respective 
syntactic structure represented in (2a, b), have been studied on the basis of various theoretical 
frameworks (e.g., a lexical rule approach by Pinker (1989), a constructional approach by 
Goldberg (1995, 2006), and a lexical-constructional approach by Iwata (2008)). 1 
 (1) a. John loaded the wagon with (the) hay. (location-as-object variant) 
  b. John loaded (the) hay onto the wagon. (locatum-as-object variant) 
  (2) a. [NP X V NP Y (with NP Z )] 
  b. [NP X V NP Y dir(ection) PP Z ] 
 While previous studies provide us with substantial contributions toward understanding such 
expressions, they have been conducted exclusively using data on Present-Day English (PDE). 
This aspect raises a number of problems from the standpoint of historical linguistics.  For 
example, Pinker (1989) proposes that, as far as  load is concerned, construction type (2b) is 
derived from that of (2a) through a lexical rule.  However, this observation is unacceptable 
unless empirical evidence is provided.  Another problem is that previous analyses, including 
constructional approaches such as Goldberg (1995, 2006) and Iwata (2008), pay much attention 
to the argument structure of the verb.  Such analyses tend to see the  with -phrase as an adjunct 
in PDE, even though it behaves more similarly to an argument in an argument structure. 
 　 The purpose of this paper is to shed light on the historical development of such 
constructions, especially with the verb  load , which is one of the most well-studied locative 
alternation verbs, from the standpoint of diachronic construction grammar (e.g., Traugott and 
Trousdale (2013)).  Based on data retrieved mainly from  A Representative Corpus of Historical 
English Registers (ARCHER), the following will be shown concerning the verb  load : (i) It 
evolved from the corresponding noun by way of the past participle; and (ii) construction type 
(2a), which is associated with the stative or resultative meaning, is historically followed by the 
other type, (2b), which is associated with the caused-motion meaning.  From a diachronic 
construction grammar perspective, (i) explains the reason that a prepositional phrase headed 
by  with , which has been analyzed as an adjunct, behaves similarly to an argument.  The 
findings in (i) and (ii) not only support the observation by Pinker (1989), who argues that, as to 
 load , type (2a) is more basic, but also the one that, for (diachronic) construction grammar, 
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arguments and adjuncts are gradient and cannot be divided empirically or theoretically. 
 　 This paper is organized as follows: Section 2 briefly reviews three representative approaches 
to expressions with a locative alternation verb.  Section 3 provides theoretical organizations of 
diachronic construction grammar.  Section 4 discusses the historical development of the verb 
 load from the perspective of diachronic construction grammar.  Section 5 attempts to explain 
the properties of expressions with  load observed in PDE.  Section 6 concludes the paper. 
 2. Previous Analyses 
 2.1. Pinker (1989) 
 　 Based on a lexical rule approach, Pinker (1989) proposes that there are asymmetries 
between variants and that one is more basic than the alternative(s).  Taking the so-called 
“holistic/partitive effect” into consideration, Pinker (1989: 79) characterizes the location-as-
object and locatum-as-object variants as having the following respective thematic cores. 
 (3) Thematic Cores of the Two Variants 2 (Pinker (1989: 79)) 
   a.  the location-as-object variant: “X causes Z to change state by means of moving Y 
into/onto Z” 
   b. the locatum-as-object variant: “X causes Y to move into/onto Z” 
 Pinker takes the verb  spray as an instance, and argues that it can be used in both syntactic 
frames provided in (2) because it is compatible with each of the thematic cores.  Pinker further 
assumes two semantically different forms of  spray ; that is, in accordance with the notation by 
Iwata (2008: 12),  spray 1 (substance moves in a mist) and  spray 2 (surface is covered with drops 
by moving mist), and claims that one is derived from the other through a lexical rule.  In this 
classification, for content-oriented class verbs such as  spray , the locatum-as-object variant is 
more basic, and from this variant, the location-as-object variant is derived.  Conversely, for  load , 
which belongs to a container-oriented class in Pinker’s terminology, the location-as-object 
variant is more basic than the locatum-as-object variant, and the latter is derived from the 
former by derivation. 
 　 Iwata (2008: 13) argues that Pinker’s observation of which variant is more basic is highly 
speculative because it is not based on independent evidence.  Yet, from a historical point of 
view, it seems interesting to ask (i) whether there is an asymmetry between the two variants, 
and, if any, (ii) which variant should be regarded as more basic, and (iii) how can (ii) be 
ascertained.  These research questions are not only empirical, but also theoretical, and cannot 
be answered properly unless the corresponding theoretical foundations are made explicit. 
While identification of which is more basic depends on linguistic theories, the historical facts 
given below suggest that, aside from whether a derivation is involved, there is an asymmetry 
between the two constructions with  load , since in the early stage of development, the [[location] 
 loaded with [locatum]] pattern, which was the ancestor of the location-as-object variant, was 
historically much more pervasive than the locatum-as-object variant. 
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 2.2. Goldberg (1995, 2006) 
 　 Goldberg (1995, 2006) of fers a constructional account of locative alternation.  In 
construction grammar, it is assumed that constructions are viewed as form-meaning pairings, 
and a single verb (e.g.,  spray ), rather than a verb with multiple meanings (e.g.,  spray 1 ,  spray 2 ) as 
Pinker assumes, fuses with distinct types of constructions: the caused-motion construction, and 
a causative-construction plus  with -adjunct construction (Goldberg (1995: 179)).  First, let us 
consider the acceptability of (4). 
 (4) a.  ＊  The hay loaded onto the truck. 
  b.  ?? Sam loaded the hay. (Goldberg (1995: 178)) 
 As (4) indicates,  load requires agent and container roles obligatorily.  Goldberg (1995: 178) also 
notes that (5) is infelicitous unless the context tells us what was loaded onto the truck. 
 (5) Sam loaded the truck. (Goldberg (1995: 178)) 
 On the basis of these facts, Goldberg (1995: 178) claims that the theme (e.g.,  the hay ) is a 
 definite null complement (Goldberg (1995: 58)), and that the verb  load and other  load -class 
verbs (in Rappaport and Levin (1985)) have three profiled roles, as in (6), where the bracketed 
[ loaded-theme ] represents it to be the  definite null complement . 
 (6) load＜  loader, container, [ loaded-theme ]＞ (Goldberg (1995: 178)) 
 Given that three participant roles are profiled for  load , one of the roles may be expressed by an 
oblique argument in accordance with the  Correspondence Principle (Goldberg (1995: 50)). 
Thus, the location-as-object variant (Goldberg’s “causative ＋  with constructions”) and the 
locatum-as-object variant (Goldberg’s “caused motion”) are related in terms of  load ’s participant 
roles, as shown in (7) and (8), respectively (Goldberg (2006: 41)). 
  (7） Causative＋  with constructions (e.g.,  Pat loaded the truck with hay ) 
 
 CAUSE ( cause patient ) ＋ INTERMEDIARY  (instrument))
     
 Load ( loader container   loaded-theme )
  
 (8) Caused motion (e.g.,  Pat loaded the hay onto the truck ) 
 CAUSE-MOVE ( cause theme  path/location)
     
 Load  ( loader loaded -theme container)
  
 In the par ticipant roles for  load , the loaded-theme role is construed either to be an 
intermediary, as in (7), or a type of theme, as in (8).  In addition, the container role is construed 
either to be a patient, as in (7), or a path/location, as in (8).  Goldberg (2006: 41) proposes that 
these differences in the argument role result in differences in the semantic construal of the two 
constructions.  This leads to a discrepancy between a verb’s participant roles and its argument 
structure.  According to Goldberg, when focusing on the  with -phrase in  Pat loaded the truck 
with the hay , the “argument” is contributed by the verb, rather than the construction saying (9) 
(Goldberg (2006: 43)). 
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 (9) Because the  with phrase codes a profiled role but is expressed by a phrase that is 
normally as an adjunct, we might expect the behavior of this argument to fall 
somewhere in between that of traditional arguments and traditional adjuncts. 
 Example (10) is presented to support her observation, because (10a), in which  yesterday 
intervenes between the location ( the  wagon ) and the  with -phrase, is slightly more infelicitous 
than (10b). 
 (10) a. ?Pat loaded the wagon yesterday with hay. 
  b.   Pat broke the window yesterday with a hammer. (Goldberg (2006: 43)) 
 　 Although the characterizations by Goldberg on the two syntactic environments surrounding 
the verb  load are convincing, she does not explain why the verb  load should contribute to the 
 with -phrase.  To be more precise, while it is true that one of the three profiled participants is 
allocated to the  with -phrase along the lines of the  Correspondence Principle , the reason that the 
participant role should be profiled for the verb  load is unclear.  For example, as Goldberg 
herself points out, there are verbs that are allowed in the locatum-as-object variant (i.e., (11)), 
but not in the location-as-object variant (i.e., (12)). 
 (11) a.  ＊  Pat put the hay on the wagon. 
  b.  ＊  Pat shoveled the hay into the wagon. (Goldberg (2006: 35)) 
 (12) a.  ＊  Pat put the wagon with hay. 
  b.  ＊  Pat shoveled the wagon with the hay. (Ibid.) 
 Goldberg (2006) attributes the profiled participant role realized as the  with -phrase to the verb it 
designates, but does not explain why the role is required for the verb  load but not for  put or 
 shovel . 
 2.3. Iwata (2008) 
 　 Based on a lexical-constructional approach, which develops a construction grammar 
proposed by Goldberg (1995, 2006) by focusing more on the properties of verbs that the 
constructions in question designate, Iwata (2008) presents the most comprehensive survey of 
locative alternation in English (as well as a number of other languages, such as Japanese and 
German).  First, Iwata (2008) attempts to make a specific characterization of the notion of 
‘change of state’ discussed in the literature because the notion already presented is too general. 
For example, Iwata (2008: 32) notes (13) with respect to “change of state” of the verb  spray : 
 (13) (Thus) what is essential to the alternation exhibited by  spray is that a spraying scene 
involving paint and a wall can be interpreted either as moving paint on the wall or as 
covering the wall with paint. (Iwata (2008: 32)) 
 On the basis of this observation, Iwata argues that the location-as-object variant of  spray is 
characterized in terms of “cover” semantics instead of change of state.  However, the location-
as-object variant of  load discussed in this paper is characterized in terms of “fill” semantics, 
rather than “cover” semantics (ibid., 33). 3 Moreover, the reason that the verb  load came to be 
associated with “fill” semantics, whereas  spray came to be associated with “cover” semantics, 
does not seem clear. 
 　 Iwata (2008: Section 3.5) also claims that the  with -phrase in the location-as-object variant, 
which he calls “locatum  with ,” is a type of adjunct rather than an argument.  It is well known 
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that, at least in English, arguments precede adjuncts.  Given this, the locatum  with is more 
similar to an argument than an adjunct in that it is distinct from the “instrumental  with ,” which 
is purely an adjunct.  Let us examine some of the examples given by Iwata (2008: 46 ― 47): 
  (14) Mary loaded the wagon with hay with a pitchfork. 
 (15) a. 　Sam loaded the wagon with hay with a fork. 
  b.  ＊  Sam loaded the wagon with a fork with hay. 
 (16) a. ?? Sam loaded the wagon quickly with hay. 
  b. 　Sam loaded the wagon quickly with a fork. 
 As (14) indicates, the locatum  with (i.e.,  with hay ) co-occurs with the instrumental  with (i.e., 
 with a pitchfork ); however, as (15) shows, whenever they co-occur, the locatum  with always 
precedes the instrumental  with .  In addition, as the contrast in (16) suggests, unlike the case of 
the instrumental  with , the manner adverb  quickly can hardly intervene between the direct 
object (i.e.,  the wagon) and the locatum  with .  The difference in behavior between the two types 
of  with may strongly suggest that the locatum  with is more similar to an argument than an 
adjunct.  In spite of these aspects, Iwata claims that the locatum  with is an argument.  Some 
evidence is provided in (17), which contains a resultative predicate,  full . 
 (17) a. 　Joe loaded the wagon full with hay. 
  b.  ＊  Joe loaded the wagon with hay full. (Ibid.: 47) 
 If we follow the general assumption that the resultative predicate  full is an argument, the fact 
that the locatum  with cannot precede the resultative predicate may indicate that the locatum 
 with is not an argument.  As Iwata himself notes, however, this kind of analysis is not 
conclusive, in the same way as the claim that the locatum  with is an argument.  Using careful 
theoretical and empirical discussions of argument/adjunct distinction, Iwata comes to the 
conclusion that while the locatum  with is indeed distinct from the instrumental  with , both of 
them are nevertheless adjuncts (Iwata (2008: 48)). 
 　 Because it is difficult to determine whether the locatum  with is an argument or an adjunct-
and because it may be impossible to make a clear-cut determination, it seems safe to say at the 
moment that the locatum  with behaves more similarly to an argument than purely as an 
adjunct, such as the instrumental  with .  In this sense, the lexical rule approach by Pinker (1989) 
is not promising, as it depends heavily on syntactic status for linguistic elements appearing in 
the surface syntactic structure.  In contrast, constructional approaches to grammar developed 
by Goldberg and Iwata help in understanding linguistic expressions without recourse to a strict 
distinction between arguments and adjuncts, since they assume that linguistic elements are 
gradient, and that strict distinctions among the elements are impossible and unnecessary.  In 
the sections that follow, from the standpoint of diachronic construction grammar, we shall 
provide reasons that various syntactic and semantic characteristics are observed in expressions 
with the verb  load . 
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 3. Construction Grammar 
 3.1. A Usage-based View 
 　 It is also generally assumed in construction grammar that, although constructions are 
symbolic in nature, they are built up from actual instances encountered in daily life.  Therefore, 
to the extent that constructions are organized by interactions between speech event 
participants, construction grammar itself is a usage-based, rather than a rule-based, approach 
to language acquisition and change.  Furthermore, to the extent that a construction emerges 
and develops out of a specific context used in a specific time and speech community, language 
change is probabilistic rather than deterministic (e.g., Bybee (2010: 114 ― 5)).  By definition, 
constructions do not have typological generality, and hence, it does not make sense to ask, say, 
why the  way -construction does not appear in languages other than English. 
 　 This probabilistic view on language does not imply that constructions change in a completely 
unpredictable way.  Construction grammar assumes that evolution and change in constructions 
are sensitive to general cognitive abilities.  In construction grammar, a construction is 
sanctioned or interpreted in relation to other constructions that already exist in the speech 
community.  This is based on the cognitive ability of categorization.  A new linguistic item is 
categorized in relation to other well-established expressions if the two are analogous in some 
respects.  Since categorization is made at various levels with various types of other cognitive 
processes, such as analogy, metaphor, and metonymy, constructions become polysemous, and 
form a hierarchical organization, ranging from more typical to less typical, from concrete to 
abstract, and so forth. 
 　 Frequency of occurrence is another important aspect of the usage-based approach. 
Generally, frequently experienced linguistic expressions are memorized as a conventional unit, 
and once they are entrenched in a mind/brain, they come to be easily exposed in language use. 
Two types of frequency, token frequency and type frequency, have often been distinguished.  In 
a usage-based view, language token frequency of a construction determines the degree of 
entrenchment of individual substantive word forms (Boas (2013: 247)).  The token frequency of 
a lexical item (or group of lexical items) increases in proportion to the strength of its (their) 
unit status.  However, even in less frequent expressions, the linguistic expressions may be 
memorized easily, due to their idiosyncrasies.  These processes for token frequency can be 
explained by the priming effect.  Rosenbach and Jäger (2008) define it as “preactivation,” 
whereby previous use of a certain linguistic element will af fect (usually in the sense of 
facilitate) subsequent use of the same or a sufficiently similar element (the target).  As far as 
diachronic construction change is concerned, when language users are repeatedly presented 
with the same prime, they may develop a preference for a certain structure (or construction), 
which may become more and more entrenched in their grammar. 
 　 Type frequency, on the other hand, determines the degree of entrenchment of a schema 
(Boas (2013: 247)).  One’s degree of experience with different types of similar expressions is 
proportionate to the robustness of their schematic meaning.  The entrenchment of the schema 
allows one to produce new collocations creatively.  For an oft-cited example, the type frequency 
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of the English past tense form  -ed , as in  walked , is quite high, and we use it quite naturally with 
coined or nonce verbs such as  eyed and  xeroxed .  Thus, in construction grammar, type 
frequency, rather than token frequency, of an expression is related with productivity, as defined 
in (18) (Langacker (2000: 26)). 
 (18) Productivity is a matter of how available a pattern is for the sanction of novel 
expressions. 
 3.2. A Diachronic Construction Grammar 
 3.2.1. Diachronic Language Change in the Usage-based Model 
 　 Langacker (1987) proposes a usage-based network model to explain how constructions 
emerge and develop.  The network model proposed by Langacker is based mainly on two types 
of categorization approaches: categorization by prototype and categorization by schema. 
Langacker defines prototypes and schemas in (19) and (20), respectively, as follows: 
 (19) A prototype is a typical instance of a category and other elements are assimilated to 
the category on the basis of their perceived resemblance to the prototype.
    (Langacker (1987: 371)) 
 (20) A schema […] is an abstract characterization that is fully compatible with all the 
members of the category it defines (so membership is not a matter of degree). (Ibid.) 
 With Langacker’s architecture in mind, Ishizaki (2012) proposes a diachronic network model to 
explain constructional change, as shown in Figure 1. 
Figure 1 : (Diachronic) Language Change in the Usage-Based Model Framework (Ishizaki 2012: 254)
 　 When a lexical item [x 1 ] is a typical instance of a category, it is recognized as a prototype of 
that category.  The prototype is stored in the speaker’s brain as a concrete instance, which 
often contains physical characteristics, such as size, weight, and color.  Within a category that 
contains non-prototypical instances as well as prototypical ones, a (construction) schema is 
derived on the basis of similarity.  Once the construction schema is formed, another novel 
expression may or may not be sanctioned with reference to the (construction) schema as a new 
member of the category.  If the instance [x 2 ] is judged to fit the novel (construction) schema, it 
is considered an extension of the prototype.  Categorization based on similarity is indicated 
with a dotted arrow, and recognition of expressions by virtue of the derived (construction) 
schema is indicated with a solid arrow.  Diachronic construction change is subject to the 
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speech communities to which it belongs.  Given that a principal purpose of language use is to 
convey information to others, and often the process must proceed without confusion, it is 
difficult to assume that a given (construction) schema would change quite easily and randomly 
in a short time to prevent proper understanding of what others try to express.  Consequently, 
diachronic construction change is inevitably gradual for communicative purposes, at least 
during three generations of people who live together in the same community (see Ishizaki 
(2012: 254 ― 5)), and the language users in a given speech community are not aware of such 
gradual language changes (Keller (1994)). 
 3.2.2. A Network Model: Traugott and Trousdale (2013) 
 　 Figure 1, shown in the previous section, depicts a broad view of diachronic language change. 
A more fine-graded characterization of diachronic constructional change is proposed by 
Traugott and Trousdale (2013).  To begin with, Traugott and Trousdale (2013) assume two 
types of changes in construction: constructional change and constructionalization. 
Constructional change is a type of change that affects either form or meaning of a preexisting 
construction.  Conversely, constructionalization is a type of change that results in a 
construction with a new form-meaning pairing.  Constructionalization requires  neoanalysis 
(which approximately corresponds to a more common term,  reanalysis ), and a construction 
that undergoes constructionalization is newly placed in a conceptual network.  According to 
Traugott and Trousdale (2013: 27), constructionalization cannot be ascer tained until 
morphosyntactic changes appear in the text record as well as a semantic change.  For example, 
in (21), when  a lot of is used as a partitive (meaning ‘ a unit/piece/share of ’), the number agrees 
with  a lot rather than with  goods . 
  (21) the worthy Mr. Skeggs is busy and bright, for  a lot of goods is to be fitted out for 
auction. 
    (1852 Stowe,  Uncle Tom’s Cabin [COHA]/(Traugott and Trousdale (2013: 25))) 
 As the example in (22) illustrates, when  a lot of is used as a quantifier (meaning ‘ much’ or 
‘ many ’), the number agrees with  goods instead of  a lot . 
 (22) a. I have  a lot of  goods to sell, and you wish to purchase  them  .
    (1852 Arthur, True Riches [COHA]/ibid.) 
 The process of constructionalization, which can be schematically represented as in (23), is 
analyzed as undergoing this process because it receives change in both meaning (i.e., partitive
＞ quantifier) and form (i.e., agreement in number). 
 (23) [N i [of N j ]] ↔ [part i  - whole j ] ＞ [N i of [N j ]] ↔ [large quant - entity j ] 
 　 The two language changes are “cyclic” in the sense that constructional change can be 
attested to before and after the constructionalization, which Traugott and Trousdale term pre-
constructionalization constructional change and post-constructionalization constructional 
change (i.e., the  self-feeding effect proposed in the context of grammaticalization). 
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 4. Historical Development of Constructions with  Load 
 4.1. Description in the  Oxford English Dictionary 
 　 According to the OED Online, the word  load was originally used as a noun in around 1000, 
and the first attestation of  load as a verb was that given in (24), meaning ‘to put a load on or in; 
to furnish with a burden, cargo, or lading.’ 
 (24) A shyp … with moche spyces ryght well  lode .
    (?1504 S. Hawes  Example of Vertu sig. aa.vi./OED) 
 This instance was from 1504, approximately 500 years after the first instance of its nominal use. 
Although the OED provides several other instances of the verbal use of  load , it has been used 
less frequently as a verb, as far as the investigation based on Early English Books Online 
(EEBO; 1420 ― 1799).  This evidence suggests that the verbal use of  load developed from the 
Modern English period onward. 
 4.2. The Modern English Period 
 　 In Section 2, we pointed out that the three main previous analyses dealt with locative 
alternation based exclusively on examples from PDE. Goldberg (2006) and Iwata (2008), both 
of whom offer construction-based analyses along the lines of the present analysis, assume that, 
of these, the two types of constructions, that is, the location-as-object variant and the locatum-
as-object variant, are independently characterized.  In other words, the two types of 
constructions are equally motivated for the verb  load .  Conversely, in the historical development 
of constructions with  load , there has been an asymmetr y between the constructions 
synchronically and diachronically.  Based on data from ARCHER, where the query was {load/
V} yielding 114 matches in 87 different texts (29.07 instances per million), 4 this section will 
examine the development of constructions with  load from the Modern English period onward. 
 　 Before proceeding further, note that, throughout history,  load has been used as a verb in the 
following five forms: 
 (25) a.  [past participle] We had two 15 ― inch guns  loaded with  10,000 shrapnel bullet 
each, but…. (1910nty3_n7a/ARCHER) 
  b.  [present participle] …, although the joint action of the stevedore and the crew 
was not “ loading  ,” yet the stevedore was not  loading  but the crew were in respect 
of this particular matter. (1901lyso_l7b/ARCHER) 
  c.  [finite verb] Put the baggage in prison as soon as may be, and  loaded  her down 
well with irons. (1893wilk_d6a/ARCHER) 
  d.  [infinitive] …and after such separation it costs less  to  sell and  load  it (＝ coal) on 
cars than to put it on the refuse bank; …. (1909wood_l7a/ARCHER) 
  e.  [gerundive] We drove him (＝ Dennis) home after  loading  the bike  into  the car 
and he gave yell of New York!  (1977 wojn_y8a/ARCHER) 
 These types of usage may be observed both in the location-as-object variant and the locatum-as-
object variant, but their diachronic distributions are not uniform.  Table 1 below summarizes 
the distribution of each form of verb from the seventeenth century onward. 
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Table 1 : Distributions of forms of the verb Load
17th 18th 19th 20th TOTAL
Number of Occurrences 18 42 27 27 114
With-NP (69)
60.1%
Past Participle 12 27  9 11  59
Present Participle 0  0  2 0   2
Finite Verb 1  3  1 0   4
Infinitive 0  3  0 0   3
Gerund 0  0  1 0   1
Directional PP (4)
3.5%
Past Participle 1 (from)  0  1 1   3
Present Participle 0  0  0 0   0
Finite Verb 0  0  0 0   0
Infinitive 0  0  0 0   0
Gerund 0  0  0 1   1
Neither of the above two (34)
29.8%
Past Participle 4  6  3 2  15
Present Participle 0  0  1 4   5
Finite Verb 0  1  5 0   6
Infinitive 0  1  1 1   3
Gerund 0  0  1 4   5
Others (3)
2.6%
Past Participle 0  0  0 2 (on)   2
Present participle 0  0  0 0   0
Finite Verb 0  0  0 0   0
Infinitive 0  0  0 1 (on)   1
Gerund 0  0  0 0   0
Both of the above two (3)
2.6%
Past Participle 0  0  1 0   1
Present Participle 0  0  0 0   0
Finite Verb 0  1  1 0   2
Infinitive 0  0  0 0   0
Gerund 0  0  0 0   0
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 In Table 1, two interesting aspects can be observed.  First, throughout history, 60.1% of 
instances of the verb  load have been with the  with -phrase, contrasting sharply with instances 
with a directional phrase (3.5%).  This may suggest that, while  load occurred frequently with 
the  with -phrase, the locatum-as-object variant was not popular at all as the construction-type 
variant.  However, it should also be noticed that there are few unequivocal instances of the 
location-as-object variant and the locatum-as-object variant, as illustrated in (1), where  load 
takes either the location NP or the locatum NP in the direct object position.  The following 
examples seem to be instances of the location-as-object variant from purely a syntactic point of 
view, but  with burden in (26a) and  with blessing in (26b) do not refer to a locatum, but to 
concomitant circumstances. 
 (26) a.  If he see what he must do, let God see what shall follow.  He never loads himself 
with burdens above his strength, beyond his will (1608hall_p1b/ARCHER) 
  b.  In passing through the city,  the people loaded him with blessings . “Now, said 
they, ”Vice will disappear, behold the pattern of Virtue! (1774lon1_n4b/ARCHER) 
 　 Second,  load was most frequently used as a past participle (80 of 114 instances (70.0%)), as 
illustrated in (26a).  Of these, 59 out of 80 instances, or about 74%, occurred immediately before 
the  with -phrase, two of which are illustrated in (27). 
 (27) Whitelocke was gone to rest, Vice-Admiral Clerke, who was on board with him, 
followed a ship to inquire if  she heard any news of a Swedish ship  laden with  
 salt from Portugal ; … (1654whit_j2b/ARCHER) 
 Turning our attention to the seventeenth century, 12 of 18 instances (66.7%) in this period were 
similar to this combination.  From a semantic-pragmatic point of view, 12 of 18 instances (66.7%) 
of the verb  load in this century were used in the context of logistics to describe a static or 
resultative state in which vehicles such as ships, boats, and trucks were (fully or partially) 
occupied with some item (e.g., salt, gold, tree, or silk).  It is well known that in those days, 
domestic and international trade in Britain was increasingly common.  Therefore, it seems 
natural that there existed many examples describing a situation in which vehicles and/or 
containers were occupied with some item.  These facts are in accordance with the proposal by 
Iwata (2008), who classifies  load as “fill semantics,” and leads us to assume that the prototypical 
construction with the verb  load was adjectival in meaning “some space (typically, a vehicle) is 
occupied with some item,” in which a place and locatum formed a unit. 5 
 　 In contrast with the instances relevant to the location-as-object variant, there were only three 
instances in relation to the locatum-as-object variant, as given in (28). 
 (28) a.  But where it (＝ the lighter) is  loaded from the dry beach after the ebb, it is not 
above 4s. the Lighter; and all this charge of Lighterage is besides the land carriage.
 (1675hook_s2b/ARCHER) 
  b.  But I must have a Fly; if I die, I must have a fly! Oh, for  a pair of pistols loaded 
to the muzzle !  (1889madd_d6b/ARCHER) 
  c.  Dennis looked like Papa Grump with his thermal pants and undershirt.  He looked 
healthy but moved around like he was tired and sick.  We drove him home after 
 loading the bike into the car and he gave yells of New York! 
 (1977wojn_y8a/ARCHER) 
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 Of these Instances, (28a, b) are used in adjectival passive sentences in the same way as the 
expression with  loaded with .  Thus, the locatum-as-object variant (“X causes Y to moves into/
onto Z.”) as in (28c) is a special case of usage of the verb  load , in that it describes a dynamic 
situation. 
 5. A Diachronic Constructional Analysis 
 　 Historically, in the initial stage of the developments,  load was frequently used in the past 
participle form, followed immediately by the  with -phrase.  Because most of the expressions 
with  load referred to a resultative state, there was a categorical change between the noun  load 
and the adjective form, retaining the resultative meaning.  This conversion is a 
constructionalization, which can be represented as follows: 
 (29) [[load] N ↔ [carriage]] ＞ [[[N i loaded] ADJ (with N j )] ↔ [space i filled (with entity j )]] 
 　 While the prototypical construction with  load , which is shown as [[[N i loaded] ADJ (with 
N j )] ↔ [space i filled (with entity j )]], is described as a stative resultative situation, both the 
location-as-object variant and the locatum-as-object variant involve dynamic change of location 
of a participant, as the semantic structures in (3) indicate.  Although there are few examples of 
the locatum-as-object variant in ARCHER, an interesting number of examples of the variant are 
found in The Proceedings of the Old Bailey online.  In the William Pateman trial, in which the 
event on 7 June 1780 was the point of issue, four of five witnesses explained the same situation 
using  load as a dynamic change in location, as in (30). 
 (30) a.  Had you seen the prisoner before? - Yes.  Sometime before I saw him near the 
house at the pile of household furniture and wainscoting.  He was breaking it, and 
 loading it into a cart  , which I understood was to take it into Moorfields to be 
burnt.  I saw it go down Coleman street. 
  b.  Did you see him afterwards? - Yes, taking an active part in  loading away  the 
furniture and part of the dwelling-house; and I saw him afterwards going about the 
neighbourhood and demanding money. 
  c.  How long was that after he went in? - I suppose not more than twenty minutes or 
half an hour; I saw him afterwards destroying the goods which were thrown out of 
the house, and assisting in  loading them into the cart  , and, to my great 
astonishment, I saw him step to the pile of goods, which were thrown out of the 
house at that time. 
  d.  Do you recollect whether he was doing any thing at that time? -(…).  I saw him 
afterwards in the street standing upon the wood, which had been thrown out of the 
window into the street; afterwards  I saw him loading it (＝the wood) into 
carts.  
 (WILLIAM PATEMAN, Breaking Peace＞ riot, 28th June 1780/ Old Bailey , 346) 
 Their eyewitness testimonies were conducted sequentially within the same day.  Given that the 
variant was not frequently used in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, its frequency of 
use is striking.  Presumably, the first speaker’s utterance primed that of the following speakers, 
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and starting with such local use, dynamic use of the construction with  load may have gradually 
gained ground. 6 
 6. Conclusion 
 　 In this paper, we have seen the historical development of constructions with  load based on 
the standpoint of diachronic construction grammar.  Investigations based on ARCHER reveal 
that throughout history,  load was used most frequently in a past participle form, and occurred 
often with the  with -locatum phrase.  Since this tendency is salient especially in the initial stage 
of development, the prototypical construction of including the verb  load was in fact an adjectival 
use described as a resultative situation.  This is in accordance with Iwata’s (2008) observation 
that  load falls within the “fill” class verbs, rather than within “cover” or “pile” class verbs. 
 　 These historical facts have two theoretical implications.  First, the past participle  loaded (or 
 laden ),  and the  with -phrase referring to the placement of the locatum, had a unit status in 
earlier use.  As pointed out by the previous studies of locative alternation, the  with -locatum 
phrase in PDE behaves more similarly to an argument than an adjunct.  This special status of 
the  with -locatum phrase is due to the prototype effect. 
 　 Second, it is evident that the verb  load behaves much more similarly to a passive-adjectival 
construction than a dynamic verbal one.  In addition, semantically, the collocation of [ loaded 
 with -the locatum] was the most popular construction type from which the location-as-object 
variant and the locatum-as-object variant were considered to have developed through 
constructional change.  In this sense as well, the locatum  with -phrase followed by  with is quite 
important as a constituent for the development of  load . 
 NOTES 
 1 This study is supported in part by Grant-in-Aid for Scientific Research (C) from Japan Society for Promotion 
of Science (JSP): Grant No. 15K02624. Also, I would like to thank Nanzan Junior College, which provides me 
with encouragement and financial assistance for this study. 
 2 Pinker (1989: 73) defines a thematic core as “a schematization of a type event or relationship that lies at the 
core of the meanings of a class of possible verbs.” In the notations in (3), according to Pinker (1989: 77),  X is 
the agent and the subject,  Y , is the thematic relation that changes location or theme and is an affected entity 
or patient, and thus is the object.  Z defines both the end of the path along which  Y moves, and the location 
with respect to which  Y is situated following the motion. 
 3 Another class involving the  pile -class (e.g.,  pile books onto the shelf / pile the shelf with books ) is open to both a 
“cover” and a “fill” interpretation (Iwata (2008: 34)). 
 4 Of 115 matches, two examples are the same and therefore the number of instances under consideration is 
114 examples (29.07 instances per million), as Table 1 indicates. 
 5 Incidentally, the following is one of a few examples of the [location-as-object] variant (without a  with -phrase) 
between 1674 and 1799. 
 (i) Was the cart his? - Whether it was his or his master’s I do not know; he mounted the cart while I went into 
the Fleet and helped to bring the goods down; when  we had loaded the cart  and came from it, it was 
past six o’clock;  (ABRAHAM DAVIS, Breaking Peace, riot, 28th June 1780/ Old Bailey , 403)) 
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 6 An important question to be asked here is why these adjectival uses did not appear in Middle and Early 
Modern English, given that priming was a psychological phenomenon. This question is difficult to answer at 
present; however, conversion as a mophosyntactic change presumably becomes productive from the Early 
Modern English period (Baugh and Cable. (2002)), and the example came to appear in the course of 
development. 
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